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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 
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2a)S This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quay/e, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)Q The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121 (d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-1 52. 
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Art Unit: 2167 

DETAILED ACTION 



This communication is in response to the Applicants' Response dated 1/24/05. The 
supplemental IDS has been considered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-6, 8-14, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Liddy et al. (USP 6026388), and further in view of Almog et al. 

(USPAP 2002/0002479). 

1 . As per independent claims 1 and 9, Liddy et al. teach: 

accessing documents/files/records from the database for evaluation; and evaluating a 
match between the two records as a weighted match between each of a plurality of 
available fields - col. 2. lines 65-67 (at least two or more documents in the database are 
processed to provide corresponding alternative representation for matching to queries); 
col. 25, lines 14-37; col. 26, lines 14-26. 
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such that a matching process is selected as appropriate from among a group of 
matching processes including strict Boolean, ordinal, and vector-based matching 
processes; wherein when a strict Boolean matching process is selected, applying a 
match function as an exact match test - col. 17, line 4; col. 19, table 5; col. 20, line 47 to 
col. 21, line 6; col. 34, line 15-44; col. 25, lines 13-37. 

In the specification, page 8, lines 18-25, Applicants teach in step 110, the data 
evaluation application 24 has selected (in step 106) the ordinal matching process 28, 
and applies an ordinal match function to evaluate the data in fields 44. When the data 
are ordered, the system requires information from the user concerning the size and 
ordering of the domain . This matching is appropriate for any ordinal or interval type of 
data from numeric to string-based data. 

when an ordinal matching process is selected, applying a match function that makes 
use of information concerning the size and ordering of the data domain - col. 34, line 
15-44. 

when a vector-based matching process is selected applying a match function that uses 
a vector space frequency test - col. 15, lines 9-18; col. 23, lines 19-29; col. 25, lines 13- 
37. 

However, Liddy et al. teach at least two or more documents in the database are 
processed to provide corresponding alternative representation for matching to queries - 
col. 2, lines 65-67; Liddy et al. do not explicitly suggest two of the records. Almog et al. 
explicitly teach accessing two of the records from the database for evaluation; and 
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evaluating a match between the two records as a weighted match between each of a 
plurality of available fields - paragraphs 0018, 0037, 0110, 0121, and 0122. 
Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Almog et al.'s teaching with Liddy et al. teaching in order to allow 
users to retrieve matched records. 

2. As per claims 2 and 1 0, Liddy et al. teach: 

wherein the step of evaluating a match between the two records comprises applying the 
matching process to determine a match score for two corresponding fields of the 
plurality of available fields, the two corresponding fields selected from corresponding 
locations in each of the two records - col. 20, line 47 to col. 21 , line 60; col. 23, lines 1 9- 
28; col. 24, lines 10-19 and 53-60. 

3. As per claims 3 and 11, Liddy et al. teach: 

wherein the step of evaluating a match between the two records comprises selecting 
the matching process based on a common data type shared by both of two fields of the 
plurality of available fields accessed in the two records - col. 5, lines 29-36; col. 9, lines 
9-1 1 ; col. 15, line 62 to col. 16, line 1 ; col. 31 , lines 2-23. 

4. As per claims 4 and 12, Liddy et al. teach: 
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wherein when a Boolean matching process is selected, the data type of both of the two 
fields specifies nominal data - col. 1 8, lines 36-47; col. 20, line 47 to col. 21 , line 6; col. 
34, lines 28-44. 

5. As per claims 5 and 13, Liddy et al. teach: 

wherein when an ordinal matching process is selected, the data type of both of the two 
fields specifies data capable of being ordered - col. 3, line 63 to col. 4, line 14; col. 21 , 
lines 20-60; col. 24, lines 11-19. 

6. As per claims 6 and 14, Liddy et al. teach: 

when a vector-based matching process is selected, the data type of both of the two 
fields specifies text data - col. 15, lines 9-18; col. 23, lines 19-29; col. 25, lines 13-37. 

7. Claims 8 and 16 are are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Liddy et al. (USP 6026388), Almog et al. (USPAP 2002/0002479), and further in 
view of Kawamura et al. (USP 5778388). 

8. As per claims 8 and 16, Liddy et al. and Almog et al. do not explicitly suggest 
wherein the database is a relational database, the records are tuples. However, 
Kawamura et al. teach hierarchical resources in relational database, and tuples are 
rows/records, and synchronization of databases - col. 1 , lines 13-34. Thus, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
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use relational database with tables of records to compare fields to efficiently and 
sufficiently compare fields/columns/attributes between records. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 7 and 1 5 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 1/24/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. In regard to the argument that both Liddy and Almog are silent with regards 
to the limitations: accessing two records in a database and evaluating a match between 
the two records such that a matching process is selected, Examiner disagrees with the 
arguments. The reason is these background matching processes: Boolean, vector- 
based, or ordinal are all taught by Liddy, (please check on the citations of columns and 
lines in claim 1 ). Liddy also teach at least two or more documents in the database are 
processed to provide corresponding alternative representation for matching to queries - 
col. 2, lines 65-67. In regard to Almog's limitation of evaluating a match between the 
two records, Examiner finds that matching two records/documents in a database or two 
databases are well known in the art. In addition of Liddy's and Almog's teachings, 
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Haimowitz et al. (US 5960430) also teaches generating rules for matching new 
customer records to existing customer records in a large database - the title. 

In regard to the argument Applicant's claimed invention does not require 
generating an alternative representation of data before matching occurs. Liddy further 
teaches "After processing the query, the system displays query information to the user, 
indicating the system's interpretation and representation of the content of the query. 
The user is given an opportunity to provide input, in response to which the system 
modifies the alternative representation of the query. Once the user has provided 
desired input, the possibly modified representation of the query is matched to the 
relevant document database." - col. 2, lines 55-65. Examiner finds that with this 
process only provide opportunities for users to further define their queries, either 
accept/choose the alternatives or not -fig. 14B, elements 370c-380e. 

In addition, in one aspect/embodiment of the Liddy's invention, a set of 
documents is presented to the user, who is given an opportunity to select some or all of 
the documents, typically on the basis of such documents being of particular relevance. 
The user then initiates the generation of a query representation based on the alternative 
representations of the selected document(s)." - col. 3, lines 1-7. However, Examiner 
finds that users are allowed to choose/receive the set of documents that is presented to 
the users without initiating the generation of a query representation based on the 
alternative representations of the selected documents. 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LINH BLACK whose telephone number is 703-305- 
0317. The examiner can normally be reached on 8am - 5pm. . 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, JOHN BREENE can be reached on 703-305-9790. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Examiner 
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